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HUNTERS POINT
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^.- '\ -i- I'NITED STATES E!WTRON!.TE![TAI, PROTECTION AGENCY
. REGTON IXi F-at I

UXp' '""'?:il'*".:1'ff""r1"0,

February i-1-, L997

Richard PoweLl-  l regZ]
Department of the Navy
Engineer ing F ie ld  Act iv i ty ,  West
Naval Facil i t ies Engineering Command
900 Commodore Drive
San  Bruno ,  CA 94055-5005

RE: EPA Req'ionai Counsel Comments on the Parcel B Draft Record
of  Decis ion dated February l -4 .  1997

Dear  Mr .  Powe1 l :

Again, thank you for the opportunity to review the most recent
draf t  o f  the Parcel  B Record of  Decis ion (ROD) before i t  is  made
draft f inal. Comments by EPA Regional Counsel, Vicky Lang, are
provided as an attachment to this letter.

Should you have any questions, please call  me to discuss them
at  (415)  744-2409 or  have Navy counsel  contact  Ms.  Lang d i rect ly  a t
( 4 1 5 )  7 4 4 - t 3 3 t .

S incere ly ,

A r 7 '  1
(/a,-*- /'-"^J'r

Claire Trombadore
Remedial Proiect Manaqer

cc:  B i l l  McAvoy,  EFAWEST, Code l -832.  L
Mi ehael- McCl-el-LanC, EFAI{EST, Code 62.3
Cyrus Shabahari, CaI/EPA
Richard Hiett,  RWQCB
Karla Brasaemle, Weston
Vick i  Lang,  RC-3-L
Deborah Judy, PRC
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EPA REGIoNAI, coI'NsEI., vIcKY IJANG, s coMME}llrs oN THE DRAFT RoD

FOR PARCEI, B DATED FEBRUARY 14 ' L997

. 
FOR III'MTERS POI}f,T SHIPYARD

] . . P a g e 2 4 , S e e t i o n 2 . . 7 . L . T h e w o r d l ' f e d e r a l ' ' i n t h e f i r s t l i n e
should be caPi ta l ized.

2 .  Page  24  to  39 ,  Sec t i on  2  ' 7  '  I  ag ree  '  w i th  C la i re

Trombadore's comment t,hat th; ARARs discussion regarding the-s-oi ls

remedies is 
-corrtusea 

and--lacking - in detai l ,  and should be

consol idated in to one sect ion.  In  addi t ion,  my speci f ic  comments

are found below:

First, the State and the Navy disagree as to whether the SWRCB

Resolut ions as ARARs.  Ooesghi" ' t " " t t  I f ra t  they are being waived '

that the Navy wil l  comply with them despite t!9 disagreement '  oT

that the Navy wil l  not- comfiy?. Furthermore, i f  consioered ARARs

;i l ; ;  sttoura be designated Chemical specif ic '

Second,  oD page 25,  t 'he locat ion speci f ic  ARARs d iscussed in

the second paragraph state that t.hey are ARARs, but the Navy

doesn,t tel]  us why. why are the coastal Zone Management Act'  the

Cal i forn i -a  Cois t " l 'a" t  and the Nat ional  His tor ic  Preservat ion Act

ARARs? Do these ARAR' 
"ppi '-to 

the groundwater, or to Ehe soil

alternatives or both?

T h i r d , o n p a g e 2 6 t h e N a v y - i s o n c e a g a i n d . i s c u s s i n g t h e
designat, ion oi a' ci lru tot =io"[pif 

"a 
s-oi ls '  My understanding is

that no CAMU would be aesignat-ed at Hunters Point; however' the

CAMU concept has popped o""-" agail in this document' If in fact

the Narry intends tt 
-dlsign-i. 

" 
tatqu, it should stage exactly where

the cAr{u wi l l  be 10cated.- - -  wi l l  i t  be Lhe ent i re  parcel  B for

inst,ance?

Fourth, Page 27 there is a t lpo'

taken out of the third l ine'
The word  r t i s t r  shou ld  be

Fi f th ,  wi th  regard to  the "act ion speci f ic r r  ARARS discussed on

page 2G and 2;-,- li;e Navy 43; tot desilnated whether the ARAR is

applicable, or 'r=I.ranr- 
-and 

approprLStd.. In addit ion, a bit more

discussion as to the purpose i'"'a 
"ipficability 

of these ARAR' would

""" i " t  
in  understanding th is  d iscuss ion '

Sixth, with regard to the ARARs discussion of Alternative S-2

on Ehe bottom'; ; ;A;i+, i i  ls too bare' Are BAAQMD regulations

g-40-301 and 8--aOl fd3 act ion speci f ic .ARARs? Are the re levant '  or

applicable anA 
"ppiopriatei 

-W'irV 
do t'hey specifically apply under

alternative s_zi '- ' - irr ' i .s discussion needs to be expanded- The same

can be said of the ARARs discussion of Alternative S-3 '  As to

Alternative s-1's ARAR aiscussion, there should be an individua]

discussion of the ARARs applicable or relevant and appropriat 'e to

th is  remedia l  choice Ci t ing to  prev ious.  d iscuss ions is

inadequate. at"o al l  ARARs need-to be discussed' The fact that
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the NavY statres
been PreviouslY
ARARs which are

that "the major ARARs'
d iscussed imPl ies that

not  be ing d iscussed'

for  th is  a l ternat ive have
there are other  "minor"

Eighth,  on page -38'  Al ternat ive S-5 speaks to t reated soi l

thar does nor mJef tfr" .t l-t"t i" being traisport'ed off site for

disposal. Whar G rn. .ril.-r-i"z A19-o-, 
- 

trt. Nawy should specify

thal rhe soil meering rne_ ciir-Jri" *irr b" 
-it"tt"ported 

of f site and

disposed o{ i;-; h-azardo,is--;;;t. iandfi lf in addition' the

statement trnat rr [q)] ther 
"oiia 

wastes 
"ttt"*"' 

such as cyclone anq

baghouse l.."i i l-r. i", 
-*""ra 

u!-ur""aed with contaminated soil '  '  '  and

used as pa; of the 
"iuu.".--?oundation 

material in the

concent ra t ions  in  the  mace; i ; r -meet  the  c r i te r ia ' ' ' r r 'once aga in

what are the cr i ler iar  r r rese neea to be stated speci f ical ly '  Also

i f t h e t h e r m a } d e s o r p t i o n . r e s i d u a l s a r e s e n t o f f s i t e f o r t r e a t m e n t r ,
the Navy 

"fro,-,fa 

-s1at. 
cfr"i"lfr"V tiif be treated as a hazardous

waste .

Seventh, the ARARs discussion for A1t'ernati":-iJir=t".otti3

r""rii3'"lp?"J"5r 
^Hfi 

--?: -, _g:-"^.* ^::"i',*,1"? t"J":X:"""4.::}];:l:3""tnfln?.;i".ff;*i;l ai"J."""i^""i' ;:li "'.?.il" !'i|ii?l! :ffi 
t :531:: J : i;:"ii$" ffi; #-Jr,.=eAA?y? - : : n"ll. : :: i, I lo I 3 ! o' *fl;H":u3}:il:'"::'.f, :";:i:;li:-1"1.;r3j13,1t";i;"15'ii?"1".1r,.*l:

:l:'.XZX'J'ff =;":'i"="i"il'i'1--"-1.";**L:::':"".t.lioil5*J"*il:;
?H"ii"Ttroffi"' *iJi5ii"lrrlo,r" r-rnir requirements to become ARAR'?

Ninth, there is no ARAR discussion whatsoever under the

in.t" needs to be such a
aiscussion'  of  Al ternat ive S-8 '  ' r 'nere rrccLlg Lv

-  ^^ ,q i r inn  r^ rha t  tvDe o f  i -ns i i tu t iona l  con t ro ls  wou ld
ai"a""t i "" .  In addit ion'  what t lpe -or lnstr 'Lr ' tL ' rL,rrar ev

.r la nrarrant ;; l '-jn trom bej.ng disturbed?
Ue-imp:-emented to prevent the cap

I f  monitoring data indicates fot consecutive ouarters
titat the

i : " ffi i;3' t'n'""*l "i. 
- 

J" ins suart eflmor:',t " :*?;i:ilH:?."/:'""'f :J; :':i"i^*.i;t3"4 ""['.t1, T:?:i il:i:t;#:ll3li:El"i$:i;- i::-^:::'*.* .ffi"i:* Jtiil 
quaritv

g?H:E' EI' I's "" i'.' o*po""air - I h3i j.l:'Tly l:t: T' "na e-
;:lE ;:' i t rT ;;:ff 

^ 
. r'!"'ii9o' 

- 
;j.'L :':* 1'""':v,. 

rc on curr e n c e' t o

H'i;H.J-iJ.i?J-r.*Lai"rion of the sroundwater.

3 . Alternative GW-2, Page .41-' . As I stated in my previous

comments to tn. Ercel B Ro;;' i  u.l i".re t,hats the Nawy's statemenE

that it may undert,ake r"*"ai"i action should the groundwater

monitsoring inaicates that a-iemeaj-ar ac.tion may be necessary' as

too vague - fi;-noD srrouf ;t;;h" criteria fbr reassessing the

need for 
"..irrJ 

-il*.ai"ri;;:- - 
I; oL.her words trigger language

should be irr""riea which puts t,hem on the hook to do something'

and which allows the regui#li'v 
""tit"iities 

the ability to come in

and say that ii i" ,rot ti*" io 
'actively 

remediate the problem ' For

example, an. iloi *ight-to be amended to read:

2

rstevens



r

The way the paragraph,- l " the ROD reads now is  ext remely vague'

saying ttrat trre xawy wi]l *""it"i and have enough time to undertake

a remedial ""t:-orr- '  
I t  a""='-"-"J 

" i"t t  
that thE nnavy- wi ' l  in fact

undertak" ,.,r.rr-"n action, 
"rrJ 

*rrat that 
'".tiott 

would be under the

various t".r,- i io" '  rhe safr-@ be more specif ic on this '

4 . w i t h r e g a r d t o t h e A R A R s d i s c u s s i o n s f o r t ' h e g r o u n d w a t e r
a l t e r n a t l v e s s e t o u t o " p . g " " - a f t o + 3 ' - u n d e r a l t e r n a t i v e G W - 2 t h e
Navy stares 

-ln"t 
the 'ifrl*iry" . ennns are . . . , and under

alrernarives cw-3, cw-4, .riJ-Cw; the N;vy sLates- that the "main"

ARARs are. . .  '  The ROD 
" t "a"- to  

d iscuss 
'a11 

ARARs'  not  just  the

primarY or main ones'

5 . A l t e r n a t i v e G w - 2 , P 3 9 e 4 0 . A l t h o u g h E h e - d e e d r e s t r i c t i o n
inst irur ionaf coni ior ' i . i  l -"a"tt ,  

- i"  
-ota1t to be protect ive the

Navy should consider apprJac-rr-ing'tne couni-v. 
"f -s:1.*Francisco 

and

requesting t.hat the Count' ' l*po"i a restri"i iott on the issuartce of

werl permirs; iunrers 
"i i[a"l- 

i ' i i t tt 
" 

deed rest'r iction alone'

unless a person actually *L"t to the 
"+l:{ 1""^"'111t 

and checked

r,he chain 
"i-riJi" 

Lo b";-";; 
"ru"t" 

of the restrictions on the

property, h€'";-;h; might ;;-know of the prohibit io'n against use

of the gtorrr,dt.ter ' 1*p*"iit-';^,1"-l]..nerinig restricEion is yet

another mechanism to ensure a-protectivi remedy'

6 . T h e g r o u n d w a t e r r e m e d i e s f a i l t o s t a t e f o r w h a t l e n g t h o f
rime rne gror-ra ii;i .orriil;r;; will. occur at Parcel B ' rhe Navv

must st,are;;"---iengtfr o-i--L-i*t it wil l conduct groundwater

monitoring. Tt is mv ,rn-a"t"i"nding that the state requires a

minimum of rhirry ye?r.s ri;;; iaoring 
-i; 

these situations ' The

i l;; 
';n""ia 

ai""'i=i this with the state '

7. Und,er Parce1 D' cert 'ain P-ro-vi-s1-o1s of the Endangered Species

Act were iaeniitied as pll""ii"r ARARs. why would they not be

equally applicable ar p"t" l- i i - i-ef" l  in t ' f te pircel D FS' Table 3-5

there are c i ta t ions to  _40-?nR 
sect i -on-  e .  gor  tu l  '  why isn ' t  Ehis

cired ro i l- ; ; ;--parcel_'e ROUi AIso under Parcel D the Navy

i d e n t i f i e d E x e c u t i v e o r d e r l l 5 g 3 a s a n A R A R ( w h i c h r e q u i r e s t h e
p r e s e r v a t i o n , r e s t o r a t i o n . a n d m a i n t e n a n c e o f c u l t u r a l r e s o u r c e s o n
Federa l  pro jects  etc . ) .  Wf tV *""  i t ' i "  t 'o l - ia" t t t i f ied as an ARAR for

Parcel  B?

8.  Sect ion 2 '8 'L '  page 44 '  second paragraph"  The sentence

srares rhar a1l aft"tr,"ti??J t^ii 'f f U" iriplemenied-.to meet their

respecrive "JJior, "rra 
i;;;;i;-speciric 

*ARAR" 
' what about the

cneioicaf sPecific ARARs?

g.  Sect ion 2 '8 '2 '  page 46 '  compl iance wi th  ARARs sect ion '  The

Navy needs to state more a-#r, 
-i"Ei-tn"i 

the alternatives comply

with ARARs, n't  also discuss why'

10.  Sect ' ion 2 ' l r |  '2  '  page-  '53 '  
Th is  is  the th i rd  separat re

secti-on of the document wrricl i  discusses- ARARs ' Perhaps as claire

Trombadore suggesEs , ;;;--""=. of 
- 

understanding, the ARAR'

rstevens
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